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The most successful schools have found that reading programs harness the energy
ofwell-performing students on grade level reading exams. Success for All (SEA) is a
comprehensive restructuring program for schools based on principles of intensive
interventions for early development of reading skills. The goal of Success for All is to
transform schools by providing methods of intervention that aid in educational progress.
This evaluation assesses the SEA program and its parental involvement component on the
effectiveness it has in helping students at Drew Charter School perform on or above
grade level.
The sample for this evaluation is a sample of convenience. The measure consists
of a statistical analysis of reading test scores and a parental involvement questiormaire.
The design isXOi O2. The parental involvement questionnaires were passed out and the
test scores of the parent-participant children were reviewed. The expected findings are
that children who receive the SEA program along with parental involvement achieve on
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or above grade level reading scores. The goal of the SFA Foundation (SFAF) is to
transform schools by creating and disseminating programs that are both based on research
and that have been through rigorous evaluations. In addition to its direct services to
schools, SFAF promotes broader policies favoring school reform through adoption and
effective implementation ofproven programs. The conclusions and social work
implications are also discussed.
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As time passes, this country faces a crisis in literacy and education skills among
today’s youth. This chapter explains the purpose of this evaluation and gives an
overview ofDrew Charter School, specifying goals, objectives, and outcomes of the
Success for All Reading Program (SFARP). Finally, the section discusses the
significance of evaluating programs that support children in their strive to learn the
fundamental goals of reading and the implications for social work practice.
Purpose ofEvaluation
This evaluation examines the effect ofDrew Charter School’s SFARP on fourth
grade students. Effective reading programs must unite the efforts of researchers, parents,
teachers, and schools (Williams, 2001). Further research must be done to measure
whether or not SFARP helps improve children’s reading scores. This evaluation seeks to
examine the efficacy ofparental involvement and SFARP for readers at Drew Charter
School. Evaluation is an essential part of keeping this program a part ofDrew Charter
School’s curriculum. This evaluation also seeks to find information regarding the degree




Charles Drew Charter School, the first charter school in Atlanta, opened for the
2000 to 2001 school year in temporary facilities. Drew serves grades kindergarten
through eighth grade. Drew Charter is located in the center of the Villages ofEast Lake
Apartments in northeast Atlanta, Georgia. The school adjoins the East Lake Family
YMCA. Drew is an Edison school and utilizes their curriculum and programs. SFARP
falls under that curriculum (Slavin et ah, 1996).
The mission ofDrew Charter School is to serve the children and families ofEast
Lake and the surrounding communities by providing a learning environment that
emphasizes high achievement and character development. The staff believes that every
child has gifts and talents that must be discovered and nurtured. Relentless in ensuring
that all children learn achieve, Drew Charter School is committed to achieving this
mission by working together as a staffwith their students, their families, and their
community partners.
Success for All started in its first school in 1987, but its history begins much
earlier. It grew out of a program of research and development going back to the mid-
1970s, starting with basic research on cooperative learning strategies. By the 1980s, a
group at John’s Hopkins University had learned how to harness the power ofkids
working with kids by structuring methods in which groups could succeed only if all their
members had mastered the academic material they were studying (Madden et ah, 1993).
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Key features of the SFARP include’s individualized tutoring, small teacher-
student ratios for reading lessons, assessment and regrouping assignments at eight-week
intervals, a reading curriculum facilitator on-site, and a comprehensive reading program.
The program emphasizes a balance between phonics and meaning in beginning reading,
and extensive use of cooperative learning throughout grades. In kindergarten, story
telling and retelling are used to develop language skills. Big book activities, along with
mini-books that contain phonetically regular words in interesting stories, are read and re¬
read to partners as well as to the teacher. Letters and sounds are introduced in a
predetermined sequence and integrated into words, sentences, and stories. When students
attain a second grade reading level, they use Cooperative Integrated Reading and
Composition (CIRC), which has recently been updated and is now referred to as Reading
Wings. CIRC includes a heavier emphasis on comprehensive strategy instruction, along
with vocabulary building, decoding practice, and story related writing
(Madden et al., 1996). The SFARP also includes a family support team, parenting classes,
attendance monitoring, tutoring, and a full-time facilitator to coordinate the program and
materials.
Statement of the Problem
Parents are children’s first primary teachers (Morris et al., 1995). Recently,
parents have been recognized for the crucial role they play in establishing the foundation
of their children’s education, facilitating their development and achievement, and
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remedying educational and developmental problems (Becher, 1986). Mason (1980)
stated that “parents provide the primary foundations for later literacy success, and they
should provide experiences to insure an increase in their children’s knowledge of
reading.” Parental involvement constitutes a big portion of a child’s success in reading.
According to the National Association ofTeachers, 74 percent of the children
who where assessed with reading problems in the third grade continue with problems into
the ninth grade. Thirty-seven percent ofAmerican fourth graders read below the “Basic”
level (Peters, 2001). Studies have shown that sixty-three percent ofAfrican Americans,
57 percent ofHispanics, and 57 percent ofNative Americans score below the basic level
on the National Assessment Education Process (NAEP) reading test (Peters, 2001).
These startling statistics implore a need for something to be done about the reading
problem in America. Fortymillion adults in the United States can’t read well enough to
read a simple story to a child (Peters, 2001).
However, the most successful schools have found out how to harness the energy
of children’s biggest group of supporters, the parents. Many reading programs include
strong parent involvement efforts as part of their instructional programs.
Children need access to books and increased reading motivation. Only 43 percent
of fourth graders report that they read for fun on a daily basis (Neuman, 1999). Fourth
graders who reported daily reading for fun scored higher on reading tests. Two-thirds of
American classrooms have fewer than one book per child a year (Neuman, 1999).
Fourth graders who reported having twenty-five books or more at home had higher scores
on the NAEP reading test.
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Significance of the Evaluation
Evaluations are used to improve program strengths and to evaluate specific
components of the suggested goals of the program. The significance of this evaluation is
to evaluate the key features of the SEA program as well as the influence ofparent and
teacher involvement on the children that attend Drew Charter School. The researcher
seeks to find information that proves parent, teacher, and child collaboration is an
effective system working together that creates more successful readers. SEA has
components that support the influence ofboth the parent and teacher involvement in the
child’s reading progress.
The purpose of this evaluation is to evaluate the effectiveness of the SEA reading
program as it relates to the population of fourth graders at Drew Charter School. The
evaluation goal is to evaluate the extent to which Drew Charter School is achieving on or
above grade level for fourth grade readers. The researcher also seeks to determine the
extent to which parent and teacher involvement affects reading scores.
Summary
The importance of reading has been devalued, and initiative is being taken by
schools to implement programs that help provide and create new methods of reading
skills for today’s youth. The evaluation of these type ofprograms becomes important to
gaining information on the effect of reading programs on today’s youth.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
For this evaluation, the literature addresses studies conducted on reading
programs. The studies below list a description of other reading programs and their
effectiveness, and the efficacy ofparental involvement to a child’s reading. Limitations
of the literature are discussed. The conceptual framework is also addressed within this
chapter.
Integrative Comparison of Efficiency of Reading Programs
Direct Instruction Systemfor Teaching and Remediation (DISTAR)
DISTAR is an early elementary school program that originated in the 1960s as
part of a federal program called Follow Through (FT) to teach slow students to read
successfiilly. Direct Instruction (DI) teacher’s manuals provide exact wording and
precise direction for everything that is said and done in a lesson. Students progress
through six series of reading materials and are given screenings and placement tests
before entering each level. Instruction progresses from phonologically processing
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(including rhyming letter, identification and sound, blending, decoding strategies, etc.)
comprehension. DI has been widely studied, with the most comprehensive evaluation
being conducted at nine FT programs with an experimental group of 9,255 and a control
group comparison of 6,485 students. DI was one of the two FT initiatives that showed
substantial effects. In addition to FT evaluations conducted in the 1960s, there have been
many smaller scale evaluations that have shown strong positive effects ofDI in reading
(Adams & Engelmann, 1996).
Meyer (1984) examined the long-term effects on elementary school students who
had three and four years of the DISTAR program and compared their achievement at the
end ofhigh school to matched control groups. More than 63 percent ofDI students
graduated from high school, compared to 38 percent for the control group. DI students
had lower dropout rates at 28 percent compared to the control group with 46 percent.
Another program is the Exemplary Center for Reading Instruction (ECRI).
ECRI’S purpose is to teach teachers to use effective teaching strategies that prevent
reading failure. The program emphasizes reading-related skills such as: word
recognition, study skills, spelling, penmanship, writing skills related to decoding
comprehension, and vocabulary. Students are assigned to reading groups based upon
instructional reading levels. Within these groups, the teacher demonstrates skills and
then prompts responses from students to ensure understanding. Teachers work with
individual students.
Reid (1996) reported on a large-scale evaluation ofECRI conducted on second to
seventh grade students in Morgan County, Tennessee. The study compared ECRI
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students’ achievement using the Stanford Achievement Test of reading comprehension
and vocabulary. The control groups were taught using a commercial reading program.
ECRI students out-performed those in the control group with effect sizes ranging from +
0.48 to + 0.90 in reading comprehension and from + 0.31 to + 1.40 in vocabulary.
Evaluations ofECRI in California and Texas show percentile gains from + 6.4 to + 25.7
(Reid, 1996). Slavin et al. (1996) reviewed three studies reporting student progress
through ECRI and found the program to be highly effective for disadvantaged and low
achieving students.
Open Court (OC)
The Open Court program is a direct instruction program for k-6 graders that was
recently developed under the guidance ofMarilyn Jager Adams. The goals ofOC are for
all children to become independent readers and to ensure a direct and systematic
approach is used to teach phonics. Activities focus on decoding problems with a heavy
emphasis on blending. Dictation, spelling, and word building further connect phonics to
spelling.
According to Foorman, Francis, Beeler, Winikates and Fletcher (1996), Open
Court has been available for 30 years. Only the most recent OC materials for
kindergarten, first, and second grades have been evaluated. Foorman et al. (1996) studied
the collections for young scholars series, comparing OC, Whole Language, and a
restructured Chapter 1 program on a sample of economically disadvantaged, low
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achieving first and second grade students. OC students had significantly higher scores
than students receiving whole language instruction on the Woodcock-Johnson reading
test. Further, OC students performed significantly better on word reading, phonological
processing, and spelling assessments. It should be recognized that the researchers who
conducted this study presented it at two conferences. It has not been published in a peer-
reviewed journal.
Carbo Reading Style Program
Research constructed by Marie Carbo in 1998 and a team of teachers indicates
that children have distinct reading techniques. The program uses themes, activities, and
literature to help improve student performance across all subject areas. Teachers learn to
identify and accommodate their students’ strengths and weaknesses with a variety of
effective strategies for reading instruction. There are six main components of the reading
style program. The components are strategies of instruction, strategies for staffing and
scheduling, heterogeneous grouping, parental involvement, reading style inventory, and
recorded book method.
Researchers Barber Carbo and James Thommasson (Lashell, 1986) conducted an
experimental study across three school districts that involved eight teacher pairs
representing grades one to six and a total of269 students. The study researched student
achievement by those that used Carbo against those who did not. Each site administered
their district’s standardized reading tests at the beginning and the end of the year. Results
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were extremely positive in first and second grade classrooms. Effect sizes for the
treatment groups in these classrooms ranged from 0.47 to 2.37. Results for third through
sixth grade students with effect sized for treatment groups ranging - 0.15 to 0.33 (Lashell,
1986).
Lashell (1986) conducted a matched study of two groups of 90 students in grades
two through six who were classified as learning disabled. All students were pre- and
post-tested using the following instruments; Reading Style Intervention (RSI) to identify
recommended reading methods; Gray Oral Reading Test to assess reading achievement;
and the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire. During the treatment
period, control group teachers taught students using conventional methods. The
experimental group was classified according to specific reading methodologies as
recommended by the RSI and then taught accordingly. Students in the experimental
group with reading styles were compared to those in the control group teachers taught
with conventional methods. The experimental group was classified according to specific
reading methodologies as recommended by the RSI and then taught accordingly.
Students in the experimental group using reading styles achieved a 17-month gain in
reading, compared to those in the control group who only achieved a 4-month gain.
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Concept Oriented Reading Instructions (CORl)
The emphasis ofCORl is on improving third through fifth graders’ reading
performance in high poverty schools by using interesting texts, a range of cognitive
strategies, and participation in social groupings to promote self-direction.
Research by Gutherie et al. (1996) has shown that students participating in CORl
have increased narrative text comprehension and other language arts skills on
standardized tests as well as increased performance on the Maryland School Performance
Assessment Program. Compared to control students, CORl students improved
significantly in reading. The program has been shown to increase the amount and
breadth of independent reading and volitional strategies for maintaining engagement in
reading activities.
Reading Recovery
In Reading Recovery, program-trained teachers provide one-to-one tutoring in 30-
minute daily sessions to the lowest 10 to 20 percent of a first-grade class who have the
prerequisite skills for Reading Recovery. Reading Recovery advocates claim that the
program brings the lowest-performing children up to the average level of their local class
by the end of first grade within sixty lessons or 12 weeks. When students reach this goal,
they are "discontinued" from the Reading Recovery program, at which time the Reading
Recovery teacher can take another student into the 30-minute slot. Each Reading
Recovery-trained teacher, working one half-day with Reading Recovery, is expected to
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be able to tutor eight students in one year, though actual figures from the national data set
indicate that the average number of students per teacher is much lower at five and one
half, or eleven students for a full-time equivalent teacher, according to Hiebert (1994).
The in-house Reading Recovery evaluation system results in considerable bias in
the data collected through that system. Shanahan and Barr are critics of the reading
recovery program, they explained about half the data on children eligible for Reading
Recovery are omitted from final analyses. Research and evaluations conducted on the
Reading Recovery program discuss many flaws in the structure of the program and do not
believe it to be an effective program for below average readers.
Efficacy of Parent Involvement
Educators recognize that there is significant improvement in a child's reading
readiness upon entering school, and successful reading experiences in school are more
prevalent when parents regularly read to their child when the child is very young. The
1985 Commission on Reading report. Becoming a Nation ofReaders, found that the most
important home activity for building the knowledge required for success in reading is
reading aloud to children (Center for the Study ofReaders).
There are two kinds ofparental involvement in reading. The first kind is surface
involvement, which consists of parents coming to school to run off dittos, cataloging
books, or monitoring children in the cafeteria. The second kind of involvement is
meaningful involvement. This consists ofparents working directly with children (under a
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teacher's supervision) in reinforcing important reading skills. Parents are a resource that
must be tapped to the fullest. They do not replace teachers, but they help fill in the gaps
created by staff cutbacks. Parents can be used in a variety ofmeaningful ways in reading
programs (Criscuolo, 1984).
Limitations of the Literature
It is difficult to determine the quality and quantity of parental involvement in the
target group. It is also difficult to determine ifprogress made was developmental or was
actually enhanced by the parental training. The unique characteristics of the students
selected for this study limited the results that can be reported. Most programs observe an
increase in scores but reports of findings are inconsistent (Madden at el., 1993). There is
also limited data concerning the evaluation of some programs, such as CORI. Most
programs observed an increase in reading scores, but the reports of findings are
inconsistent. The samples in the literature also create a limitation of literature concerning
background ofparticipants’ ethnicity and parental involvement.
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework that relates directly to this evaluation is the social
systems theory. According to Norlin et al. (2003), general systems theory is a theory of
order; it has been likened to a science of wholeness. There is an underlying, intelligible
general order in the world to which all matter relates and the existing social order is a
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subset of the general order. General systems theory proposes to explain why this is so.
Its founder was theoretical biologist Ludwig von Bertalanffy (1901-1972). He became
dissatisfied with the linear-based, cause and effect theories to explain the growth and
change he saw in living organisms. It occurred to von Bertalanffy that an explanation of
this growth and change might lie in the relationships and interactions among those parts
compromising the organisms rather than in the parts themselves. In other words, the
search for understanding should focus on the order among the parts, not on the parts
themselves. General systems thrive on the concept of open systems. This concept
suggests that systems are dynamically connected to the environments ofwhich they are a
part. In other words, an ongoing exchange exists between the subject system and its
environment.
Three other concepts that describe systems theory are boundary, interface, and
supra system. The function of a boundary is to distinguish the system from its
environment and to protect the parts from influences in the environment that might
disrupt functioning. A system’s boundaries will always be permeable in order to permit
input/output exchanges with its environment. The concept of interface simply means a
shared boundary with another system. Systems conduct their input/output exchanges
through shared boundaries. The third concept related to systems theory is the supra
system. The supra system is the larger system ofwhich the subject system is a part. The
supra system consists of all the systems with which your subject system is functionally
linked (Norlin et al., 2003).
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Systems theories emphasize the interactions of themultiple sub-systems. They
also stress the importance of the environment and the impacts of others on the
organization. Systems theory relates to this evaluation because in order for an effective
reading program to be conducted, many different systems must interact. For the purpose
of this study, a diagram of the supra system is shown below. The supra system involves
the inputs, conversion operations, and the output. The interaction ofparent, teacher, and
child is relevant to the success of the SFA program. The inputs of this program
evaluation are shown through the researcher’s initial observation and assessment of the
SFA program, and parent and teacher involvement are the variables used to measure
effectiveness. The output as applied to this evaluation discusses the immediate effects of
SFA and parent and teacher involvement on children’s reading ability. Feedback
compares the effects of SFA and parental involvement to the final reading scores of the
target group in this study.
Proposed Evaluation
The proposed evaluation is a study of the Success for All reading program and its
effect on fourth graders’ reading scores and their reading level. The primary evaluation
question is: Does Success For All help children to read on or above grade level? A
secondary goal of this evaluation is to examine the degree to which SFA works with





Figure 1. Supra System
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Summary
The many different reading programs described in this section conducted
evaluations of effectiveness that provided information that suggests that reading
programs work. The limitations of the literature provide insight as to what type ofnew
research should be conducted or performed in the area of reading programs, and the
conceptual framework gives a theory that integrates systems working together to provide
a stable foundation for early readers. The next chapter will review the procedures used to
conduct this evaluation. The following chapter outlines the methodology used in the




The sample consists of the entire fourth grade class ofDrew Charter School, 2002
to 2003. Pre-test and post-test scores for sixty-five students were collected. This sample
was a sample of convenience. The fourth grade was chosen for this sample because
fourth grade is the pivotal reading level at which most students should be reading. The
age range for the students who participated in the study was ages 8 to 10 years. Parental
involvement surveys were issued to nineteen parents. The surveys were collected. In
addition, the sample size for the parental involvement surveys is limited to one class
sampled and not the entire fourth grade class.
Measure
Data for this evaluation was collected from the files that the school has for the test
scores on the reading tests for the 2002 to 2003 school year. The SEA program tests
students at eight-week intervals. The findings from these tests were graphed and used to
show the comparison of scores. The parental involvement surveys are an eleven-item
questionnaire (Appendix C). The questionnaire included a collection ofquestions
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evaluating the effectiveness ofparental involvement in children’s reading. There is a
mixed format of questioning used for the questionnaire. The questionnaire includes
nominal questions, ordinal questions, and a couple of “yes or no” questions. The
construct validity is valid because questions were posed directly relating to parent




X == the Success for All reading program
Oi = test scores
O2 = parental involvement survey
The X equals the actual SFA program that is used as a method of intervention to
try to increase reading test scores. The design for this study intends to obtain information
on the efficacy of parent involvement in the SFA reading program. The study seeks to
identify whether or not parental involvement and the SFA reading program have been
successful in producing on or above reading level fourth graders. Oi represents pre- and
post-test reading scores. The students who participate in SFA take a pre-test at the
beginning of the year to measure what level students are on in the beginning of the year.
The post-test is given at the end of the year in order to measure a change in reading
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scores after SFA has been implemented throughout the year. O2 represents the actual
measure, which is an eleven-item questionnaire or survey. The questionnaire surveys
parents on how they feel about and participate in their child’s learning process and it also
asks questions concerning teacher involvement.
The internal validity of the research may be threatened by the fact that many other
factors in the partieipants’ lives may also play a potential role in raising some of the
children’s test scores.
Procedures
The data eolleetion took place in the month ofNovember 2003. The fourth grade
students ofDrew Charter School’s 2002 to 2003 school year were chosen for this study in
order to get an accurate account of pre-test and post-test reading scores after a full year of
SFA implementation. Students at Drew Charter Sehool are issued a pre-test in the
begiiming of the year to establish a reading level for eaeh student. At the end of the year,
a post-test is given to see if the reading level has improved. These test scores were
statistically analyzed in a paired ^-test using SPSS. One fourth grade class was selected
to have parental involvement surveys sent home to see ifparental involvement has an
effect on reading seores. The reading scores were eolleeted from test records kept at
Drew Charter School. These test scores were analyzed to evaluate the efficacy of the
SFA reading program in conjunction with parental involvement on reading scores.
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Summary
The methodology section showed the way information was gathered and how the
evaluation was conducted. The setting, sample, procedure, and measure were discussed.
The data is analyzed through statistical analysis to help reduce data collection into simple
terms. The following chapter will present the findings from the evaluation.
CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS
This chapter discusses the results of this evaluation. It gives demographics of the
participants, shows the relationship between variables, and interprets findings. The
results from the evaluation showed a significant relationship between SFA and parent and
teacher involvement in raising reading scores.
Demographics
The evaluation started with a sample of sixty-five students. Nineteen students
were issued parental involvement surveys. The data used in the analysis of this study
consisted of responses from nineteen parents on the parental involvement survey
concerning the children who are participants in the study, two of v/hom were eight-year-
olds (10.5 percent), sixteen ofwhom were nine-year-olds (84.2 percent), and 1 ofwhom
was a ten-year-old (5.3 percent). Of these nineteen participants’ children, 42.1 percent
(8) were males and 57.9 percent (11) were females. Ninety-four percent (18) of the


















Table 2 shows that 26.3 percent (5) of the parents who participated in the study
“always” read to their child, 52.6 percent (10) “sometimes” read to their child, 15.8
percent (3) “rarely” read to their child, and 5.3 percent (1) of the participants “never”
read to their child or children. Overall, most parents read to their children sometimes.
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Table 2
How often do you read to your child?
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Always 5 7.7 26.3
Sometimes 10 15.4 52.6
Rarely 3 4.6 15.8
Never 1 1.5 5.3
Total 19 29.2 100.0
Table 3 shows the reading scores ofparticipants at the beginning of the school
year, before any formal use of the SFA program in teaching the students is used. The
data shows that on the pre-test 21.5 percent (14) of the students scored 2.0 on the Lexile
reading test level, 4.6 percent (3) scored 2.5 on the pre-test, 7.7 percent (5) scored 3.0 on
the pre-test, 10.8 percent (7) scored 3.5 on the pre-test, 12.3 percent (8) scored 4.0 on the
pre-test, 10.8 percent (7) scored 4.5 on the pre-test, 18.5 percent (12) scored 5.0 on the
pre-test, 7.7 percent (5) scored 5.5 on the pre-test, and 1.5 percent (1) scored 6.0 to 8.0 on
the pre-test.
Table 4 shows that the post-test scores automatically increased because the scores
start at the 3.5 Lexile level. Six point two percent (4) students scored 3.5 on the post-test,
13.8 percent (9) scored 4.0 on the post-test, 30.8 percent (20) scored 4.5 on the post-test,
16.9 percent (11) scored 5.0 on the post-test, 1.5 percent (1) scored 5.5 on the post-test.
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26.2 percent (17) scored 6.0, 3.1 percent (2) scored 6.5, and 1.5 percent (1) scored 7.0.
The results from the paired t-test show t = -9All, df= 64, sig = 0.000.
Table 3
Pre-test (N=65)



















The data in Table 5 show the perceived level of teacher involvement as viewed by
the parents of the students in the study. When asked if teachers were actively involved in








Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
Percent
Yes 14 21.5 73.7 73.7
No 5 7.7 26.3 100.0
Total 19 70.8 100.0
CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS
This chapter discusses the outeome of the evaluation and the findings relevant to
the proposed question. The findings suggest that the fourth grade students at Drew
Charter School perform on or above grade level as a result of active parent and teacher
involvement and the SFA reading program. The students’ pre-test and post-test scores
showed significant differences in participant’s Lexile reading levels. The ideal Lexile
reading level for a fourth grade student would be 4.0. This score would confirm that a
child is reading on a fourth grade level; any score above a 4.0 would indicate that a
student is performing above grade level. The pre-test shows 44.6 percent of fourth grade
students scored below grade level on the test, and the post-test shows a dramatic decrease
in percentage ofbelow-level scores, with only 6.2 percent scoring below grade level.
According to Smith et al. (1996), longitudinal research has taken place in 23
schools. In each case. Success for All students were matched with similar comparison
schools. Students were pre-tested to establish comparability and then individually post-
tested each year on the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test and the Durell Oral Reading
Test. Results show consistent, substantial positive effects, averaging an effect size of
+50. However, evaluations of SFA conducted at sites other than the original ones
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monitored by the designer have not been as strong and consistent (Smith et al., 1996).
Nevertheless, close to half of the measures significantly favored Success for All sites.
Parental involvement has also proven to be a contributing factor to the success of
the SFA program. Other variables, such as “how often does your child read to you at
home?” showed that 31.6 percent (6 participants) responded always, 47.4 percent (9)
responded sometimes, and 21.1 percent (4) responded rarely. When parents were asked
“how often do you help in the school,” the results showed that 36.8 percent (7) responded
always, 42.1 percent responded sometimes, and 21.1 percent (4) responded rarely.
Evaluations of SFA have been done since the inception of the program. Early
evaluations by program developers have shown positive results for all schools on reading
measures. Smaller studies have shown consistently positive outcomes in areas such as
improved attendance and a reduction in special education placements (Madden, Slavin,
Karweit, Dolan, &Wasik, 1993; Slavin, Madden, Dolan, &Wasik, 1996).
Slavin and his associates have provided a synthesis of research on SFA over a six-
year period from 1988 to 1994 (Slavin et al., 1996). By combining results ofmulti-site
studies across all years, they were able to show uniform improvement ofSFA students in
all reading measures as compared to their matched counterparts in non-SFA control
schools.
A key finding by Slavin and his associates in their six-yearmulti-site study is that
the longer a school has implemented SFA, the greater the reading achievement of its
students. Slavin proposes that reading outcomes improved as schools gained more
experience in implementing SFA. However, he also notes that it is possible that the gains
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they observed are a result of the lasting effect ofparticipation in the SFA pre¬
kindergarten and kindergarten programs, since most of the students had started in those
grades (Slavin et ah, 1996).
A key SFA program goal is to ensure that every child reads at grade level by third
grade. In order to determine whether this goal has been achieved, Madden et al. (1993)
looked at the reading performance of SFA third graders in Baltimore and compared them
to a control group ofnon-SFA third graders. Although SFA third graders performed
better than the control group, approximately one-fifth of the program groups were
performing at least one year below grade level (compared to almost one-half of the
control students who were performing at least one year below grade level).
Indeed, the biggest challenge of the Success for All programs is to raise the
reading level of its students to grade level or above. In Slavin's multi-site study sparming
the years 1988 to 1994, the SFA students in the first through third grades did perform at
grade level, as did their first and second grade counterparts at the control schools.
However, fourth and fifth grade SFA students appeared to be reading below grade level
at the end ofeach school year, though still performing better than their matched
counterparts (Slavin et al., 1996). Therefore, the SFA students at Drew Charter School
who participated in this study definitely benefit from the program.
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Limitations of the Evaluation
There are a number of limitations to this evaluation. The first limitation is the
small sample population. There is also a discrepancy because only nineteen students’
parents participated in the parental involvement questionnaire. However, sixty-five
students participated in the study.
The second limitation is the lack of literature concerning studies conducted on
parental involvement and the SFA reading program. The findings could not be compared
with other evaluation designs because this evaluation is specifically designed to the
fourth grade students at Drew Charter School and the effectiveness of SFA and parent
and teacher involvement on children’s ability to read on or above grade level.
Suggested Research for Future Practice
There is a need for more research on SFA and similar reading programs and their
effectiveness. Another suggestion would be to evaluate specific variables such as gender,
race, and socioeconomic background to see if either variable benefits more than the other
from SFA. With continued research of reading programs, teachers, social workers, and
other related professionals can gain substantial information on what programs help raise
reading test scores and children’s ability to read. Continued research should examine the
quality of individual program components (e.g., reading curriculum, tutoring, Family
Support Team) and the experiences and perspectives of SFA teachers, facilitators, and
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principals, as well as incorporate implementation measures into evaluation designs (Ross
etal., 1994).
CHAPTER VI
IMPLICATIONS FOR SOCIAL WORK PRACTICE
This chapter provides information concerning the contribution of this evaluation
to the field of social work. Recommendations are provided for school social workers and
their role in understanding evaluations.
School social workers must have the skills to work in partnership with parents,
teachers, communities, and the child as full members of the service provider team that
values the welfare and education of children. Sehool social workers need to understand
what programs can be implemented to help children learn how to appreciate reading at an
early age. It therefore helps prevent illiterate adults, whom social workers work with on
a regular basis. As workers, it is important to manage and focus on children’s abilities by
understanding how SEA can individually help students become efficient readers.
The purpose for evaluating SFA in conjunction with parent-teacher involvement
is to create a triangle that social workers support and work with in the school setting to
provide adequate support of children’s reading process. If reading programs were not
evaluated, one would not know if the program is working. Evaluations become important
to social workers in order to help make improvements to programs so that they can help
to serve their clients better. Failure as practitioners to meet the needs of these children in
school on every level, academic and emotional, may lead to devasting outcomes for the
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child and community. For further social work practice, it is important to improve the
quality of parental involvement in conjunction with the SFA program. The conceptual
framework of this evaluation supports the systems theory which emphasizes the
interaction ofmultiple sub-systems. In this study the sub-systems are parents, teachers,
and social workers in collaboration with SFA. If a systematic routine is implemented that
entails the social worker measuring teacher and parent involvement with each system to
make sure they all collaborate together to help students raise reading scores, it will be
beneficial to the program.
Summary
This chapter discussed the findings and results of this evaluation and the
implications for social work. This evaluation suggests that broad and universal research
is appropriate to assist in understanding reading programs and their effectiveness.
Practitioners are obligated to be knowledgeable in areas that affect their clients so that
proper intervention may be addressed.
APPENDICES
35
APPENDIX A: SITE APPROVAL
We
, give Makesha Z. Ahmed permission to conduct
research at our school for the sole purpose of completing degree requirements. The
participants are all volunteers and may not remove their data at any point.
Researcher SiteDirector
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APPENDIX B; INFORMED CONSENT
The questionnaire will diseuss parent partieipation in their ehildren’s reading. This
questionnaire will be condueted in partial fulfillment of the requirements of a Masters
degree in Social Work at Clark Atlanta University. The names of the participants will be




1. Child’s Sex l.Male 2. Female
2. Child’s Age
3. Ethnicity: 1.
4. How important is reading to you?
1- Very Low 2- Average 3- Very High
5. How often does your child read books, magazines or any printed material when
they’re alone?
1-Always 2- Sometimes 3-Rarely 4-Never
6. How often in a week do you read to your child?
1-Always 2-Sometimes 3-Rarely 4-Never
7. What is the most important reason you read?
Employment, Learning, Information or recreation
8. How often do you visit your child ‘s school?
1-Always 2-Sometimes 3-Rarely 4-Never
9. Does your child like to read to you? If so how often.
1-Always 2-Sometimes 3-Rarely 4-Never
10. How often do you read to your child?1-Always 2-Sometimes 3-Rarely 4-Never
11. When you read to your child , do you ask questions? Yes No
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